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Abstract
Background
The Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis (MESA) showed that the addition of coronary ar-
tery calcium (CAC) to traditional risk factors improves risk classification, particularly in inter-
mediate risk asymptomatic patients with LDL cholesterol levels<160 mg/dL. However, the
cost-effectiveness of incorporating CAC into treatment decision rules has yet to be clearly
delineated.
Objective
To model the cost-effectiveness of CAC for cardiovascular risk stratification in asymptomat-
ic, intermediate risk patients not taking a statin. Treatment based on CAC was compared to
(1) treatment of all intermediate-risk patients, and (2) treatment on the basis of United States
guidelines.
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Methods
We developed a Markov model of first coronary heart disease (CHD) and cardiovascular
disease (CVD) events. We modeled statin treatment in intermediate risk patients with
CAC1 and CAC100, with different intensities of statins based on the CAC score. We
compared these CAC-based treatment strategies to a “treat all” strategy and to treatment
according to the Adult Treatment Panel III (ATP III) guidelines. Clinical and economic out-
comes were modeled over both five- and ten-year time horizons. Outcomes consisted of
CHD and CVD events and Quality-Adjusted Life Years (QALYs). Sensitivity analyses con-
sidered the effect of higher event rates, different CAC and statin costs, indirect costs, and
re-scanning patients with incidentalomas.
Results
We project that it is both cost-saving and more effective to scan intermediate-risk patients
for CAC and to treat those with CAC1, compared to treatment based on established risk-
assessment guidelines. Treating patients with CAC100 is also preferred to existing guide-
lines when we account for statin side effects and the disutility of statin use.
Conclusion
Compared to the alternatives we assessed, CAC testing is both effective and cost saving as
a risk-stratification tool, particularly if there are adverse effects of long-term statin use. CAC
may enable providers to better tailor preventive therapy to patients' risks of CVD.
Introduction
Atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease (CVD), including coronary heart disease (CHD) and
stroke, costs the United States an estimated $315 billion annually [1]. Cardiologists rely heavily
on risk prediction models to identify and treat patients who are at risk for CVD events [2–7].
However, heterogeneity between traditional risk factors, subclinical atherosclerosis, and clinical
outcomes is well documented [8,9]. This discordance is greatest among patients classified as
“intermediate-risk”, and this has motivated a debate about whether better markers of risk are
needed to guide treatment, or alternatively, whether universal treatment with statins is pre-
ferred, in light of the growing availability of low-cost generic statins [10]. Coronary artery calci-
um (CAC) measurement has proven useful for prognostication, discrimination, calibration,
and reclassification for CHD and CVD. Studies such as the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atheroscle-
rosis (MESA) and the Heinz Nixdorf Recall (NHR) Study have shown that individuals with ele-
vated CAC have a 9–16 fold higher risk of CHD events compared to those with CAC = 0. A
growing body of evidence shows that at least two-thirds of events are concentrated among the
one fourth of the population with CAC100, a predictive value not seen with any other bio-
marker [8,9,11,12]. Recent prospective studies show that the use of CAC is associated with a
net reclassification improvement for one-quarter of the whole population, and notably, in half
of patients at intermediate-risk [13,14]. Although there is strong evidence for the ability of
CAC to appropriately risk stratify patients, consensus on the cost-effectiveness of testing for
CAC, relative to other risk assessment and treatment strategies, is not clearly established. In
this study, we test the hypothesis that incorporating the results of a one-time CAC study
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among asymptomatic patients with intermediate-risk scores is a cost-effective means of prima-
ry CHD and CVD prevention, compared to (1) the treatment of all intermediate-risk patients,
and (2) treatment based on Adult Treatment Panel III guidelines (ATP III; the current guide-
line at the time of this study was planned) [15]. This hypothesis is based on evidence that CAC
testing improves the allocation of treatment to patients at the greatest absolute risk for CHD
and CVD events, while avoiding pharmacotherapy in low-risk patients. Tailoring the use of
statins to high-risk patients may be beneficial, given the potential for adverse side effects of
from statin use [15]. Moreover, some patients may prefer to avoid medication, and instead use
an alternative lifestyle-focused strategy for primary prevention, and therefore will experience
disutility from long-term statin use [16].
Methods
Patient Population
We simulated an intermediate-risk subpopulation from the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atheroscle-
rosis (MESA) (ClinicalTrials.gov registration number: NCT00005487). MESA is a community-
based, prospective cohort study designed to investigate the prevalence, correlates, and progres-
sion of subclinical CVD in individuals without known CVD at baseline. Further information
about the MESA study methods and the baseline clinical characteristics of our study popula-
tion are provided in S1 Table. For this study, we selected MESA participants with intermediate
ATP III Framingham Risk Scores of 6–20%, LDL-cholesterol levels<160 mg/dL, no current
use of statins at the beginning of MESA study enrollment and no prior CHD or CVD events.
We excluded patients with diabetes because the ATP III guidelines viewed this as a risk factor
that requires treatment. The MESA Publications and Presentations Committee reviewed and
approved this study.
Model Structure
We developed a Markov model using TreeAge Pro 2011 healthcare software (Williamstown,
MA). Our model simulated the clinical and economic effects of using a one-time CAC study to
guide the treatment of intermediate-risk patients, compared to an ATP III risk-stratification
strategy and a treat-all scenario, in which all intermediate-risk patients are advised to use stat-
ins. The model compared outcomes within the same cohort of patients, as if they were treated
on the basis of CAC, versus the ATP III and treat-all strategies. For each strategy, we simulated
outcomes over both five- and ten-year time horizons. Use of a five-year horizon aligned the
model with the length of statin trials and the recommendation for CAC testing in five-year in-
tervals for asymptomatic patients [17,18]. The ten-year horizon aligned the model with the
guideline-recommended ten year risk estimate, and accounted for the likely accrual of statin
benefits over the longer-term.
We assessed the use of CAC to guide two treatment strategies. The first strategy recom-
mended statin treatment in patients with CAC1, and the second strategy recommended stat-
ins to patients with CAC100. In the first strategy, patients with CAC scores of 1–100 were
advised to begin moderate intensity statin therapy. In both CAC strategies, patients with
CAC100 were advised to begin intensive statin therapy. Fig. 1 provides a conceptual overview
of the model.
ATP III eligibility was modeled strictly following the guidelines. Eligibility was therefore
based on risk factors such as LDL cholesterol levels, as well as absolute 10-year risks. When
treatment was tied to CAC, CAC trumped ATP III-based treatment recommendations. For ex-
ample, if a person was eligible for a statin by ATP III criteria, a statin was not prescribed in the
CAC scenario if CAC = 0. In determining final ATP III treatment decisions with respect to
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“optional” LDL-C goals, we used a random number generator to assign a random 50% of pa-
tients who would not have been treated using standard ATP III LDL-C treated goals to statin
treatment to achieve their “optional” ATP-III LDL-C goals. We then bootstrapped this ran-
domization 100 times to determine the final ATP III statin treatment population. This ran-
domization reflects clinical practice were only some patients with lower LDL-C levels are
treated with statins to achieve even lower “optional” LDL-C levels.
We considered both CHD and CVD events as outcomes, consistent with the focus of ATP
III guidelines and the new guidelines, respectively [2,3]. For the purpose of this study, CHD
events consist of myocardial infarction, angina pectoris and resuscitated cardiac arrest; CVD
events include all CHD events plus stroke and other cardiovascular death. We did not include
Fig 1. Schematic of the risk assessment and treatment strategies compared. * Patients with 1CAC<100 are advised to initiate standard statin
therapy, which is assumed to provide a mean 35% reduction in the relative risk of CVD events. Patients with CAC100 are advised to begin intensive
therapy, which provides a mean 45% reduction in the relative risk of CVD events.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377.g001
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intra-parenchymal hemorrhage, subarachnoid hemorrhage, or known non-atherosclerotic/
non-infarct stroke. The primary outcome of interest was a first CHD or CVD event. Patients
cycled through the model until experiencing an event or expiring from another cause. The
model is run for five or ten cycles (depending on the time horizon), where one cycle represents
one year of costs and health outcomes. Patients cycle through the model until they reach an ab-
sorbing state, which is a first CHD or CVD event. Patients who survive and accrue QALYs ex-
perience a quality-of-life decrement after the event. This decrement is assumed to diminish
linearly over a two-year period following the event. All costs and outcomes were discounted an-
nually at 3%.
We calculated effects based on two approaches of valuing health outcomes. The first valued
the incremental effectiveness of CAC testing in terms of averted first CVD events, where the
outcome was a binary variable (i.e., an averted event). The second valued a CVD event in terms
of a reduction in utility, measured in Quality-Adjusted Life Years (QALYs). This second ap-
proach also accounted for health utility losses due to statin complications (including potential
mortality from a severe adverse reaction), patients’ preferences for not taking statins, and side
effects from CAC testing (mortality from radiation-induced cancer).
We calibrated the model by examining event rates by CAC group, assuming all patients
were not treated (which is not a static condition of the MESA cohort), and checked that the re-
sulting event rates equaled those observed in the MESA subsample used for this analysis.
Data Sources
Effectiveness of treatment, cost data, and transition probabilities were obtained from published
literature and the MESA study. Parameters are summarized in Table 1 along with their data
sources [20–39]. We used a combination of peer-reviewed literature, the MESA database and
expert opinion to specify parameters for the model, which are described below.
MESA Study and Event Rates
The proportion of individuals whose risk was reclassified following a CAC test is shown in
Table 2. If patients with CAC1 were advised to use statins, CAC-based treatment increased
the proportion of the intermediate-risk population that was statin-eligible by 20%. If only pa-
tients with CAC100 were advised to use statins, then 10.3% fewer intermediate-risk patients
were eligible for a statin.
We assumed that CHD and CVD event rates varied by CAC score. Event rates in our model
reflected mean annual rates of first events in three CAC strata (CAC = 0, 1CAC<100,
CAC100), and were based on the subpopulation fromMESA chosen for this analysis. The
five-year time horizon models were based on average annual event rates over five years; the
ten-year models used average annual rates over ten years.
Effectiveness and Treatment Adherence
Wemodeled the benefit of statins based on the results of recent meta-analyses of randomized
controlled trials on statin efficacy [18,36]. Individuals in the treat-all scenario were assigned to
moderate statin therapy, which was modeled as providing a mean 35% relative reduction in
risk. Individuals in the ATP III arm of the model who qualified for statin treatment were also
recommended to receive moderate intensity statins. In the CAC component of the model, pa-
tients with CAC100 were modeled as initiating intensive statin treatment and receiving a
45% relative risk reduction; those with 1CAC<100 received moderate intensity statin thera-
py. No statin dose adjustments or tapering of statin efficacy were assumed over the duration of
the model [19].
Cost-Effectiveness of Coronary Artery Calcium for Risk Prediction
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Table 1. Model Parameters.
Parameters: Probabilities and
characteristics of Reclassiﬁcation
Groups
Base-Case Value /
Mean
Distribution Ref #
Probabilities
Person-Year Risk of CVD Event, CAC
= 0
0.00406206
(0.00413593)
Beta (approximated from the
mean annual event rate)
MESA Subsample, based on 5 (10)-year event rate data
Person-Year Risk of CVD Event,
1CAC<100
0.01086766
(0.01115809)
Beta MESA Subsample, based on 5 (10)-year event rate data
Person-Year Risk of CVD Event,
CAC100
0.01920450
(0.02060006)
Beta MESA Subsample, based on 5 (10)-year event rate data
Person-Year Risk of CHD Event, CAC
= 0
0.00201915
(0.00212544)
Beta MESA Subsample, based on 5 (10)-year event rate data
Person-Year Risk of CHD Event,
1CAC<100
0.00839575
(0.00756866)
Beta MESA Subsample, based on 5 (10)-year event rate data
Person-Year Risk of CHD Event,
CAC100
0.01676953
(0.01639898)
Beta MESA Subsample, based on 5 (10)-year event rate data
RR of CHD/CVD Event, Normal dose
of statins
.6500 Triangular (min: .55, likeliest:
.65, max: .75)
Expert opinion
RR of CHD/CVD Event, High dose of
statins
.5500 Triangular (min: .45, likeliest:
.55, max: .65)
Expert opinion
Probability of death from CHD Event,
age < 65
.10000 Beta (alpha: 17, beta:153) Lee et al. [20]
Probability of death from CHD Event,
age 65
.15714 Beta (alpha: 22, beta: 118) Lee et al. [20]
Probability of death from CVD Event,
age < 65
.10260 Beta (alpha: 16, beta: 140) Lee et al. [20] and MESA Subsample Data
Probability of death from CVD Event,
age 65
.16265 Beta (alpha: 23, beta: 118) Lee et al. [20] and MESA Subsample Data
Probability of Mortality from Non-
CHD/Non-CVD Events
US Life Table CDC National Vital Statistics [21]
Probability of Mild Adverse Effect from
Statins
0.1800 Beta (alpha: 252, beta:
1148)
Lee et al. [20]
Probability of Severe Adverse Effect
from Statins
1:18000 person-
years
Beta (alpha: 5.6, beta:
99994)
Lee et al. [20]
Probability of Death Given Severe
Adverse Reaction
0.0900 Beta (alpha: 7.2, beta: 73) Lee et al. [20]
Probability of Statin Adherence, No
CAC Testing
0.5500 Triangular (min: .40, likeliest:
.55, max: 1)
Shah [22]
Probability of Statin Adherence, CAC
Testing
0.6500 Triangular (min: .50, likeliest:
.65, max: 1)
Shah [22], Kalia [23], Taylor [24], Expert opinion
Lifetime Cancer Risk Due to CT-
Scanning Caused Radiation Exposure
0.00002 No distribution modeled vanKempen [25]
1-year case fatality given cancer due
to radiation risk
0.6500 No distribution modeled vanKempen [25]
Direct Medical Costs ($US 2011)
Direct Medical Costs for Non-Fatal
CHD Events
$64,400.00 Gamma (mean: $64,400; sd:
$32,200)
Weighted average of condition-speciﬁc 1-year direct
medical costs, where myocardial infarctions account for
49.5% of events, angina pectoris 42.6%, and Resuscitated
cardiac arrests 7.9% of events; Sources: O'Sullivan,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Bank of Canada [26–28];
and MESA Subsample Data
(Continued)
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Table 1. (Continued)
Parameters: Probabilities and
characteristics of Reclassiﬁcation
Groups
Base-Case Value /
Mean
Distribution Ref #
Direct Medical Costs for Fatal CHD
Events
$49,000.00 Gamma (mean: $49,000; sd:
$24,500)
Weighted average of condition-speciﬁc 3-year direct
medical costs, where myocardial infarctions account for
49.5% of events, angina pectoris 42.6%, and Resuscitated
cardiac arrests 7.9% of events; Sources: O'Sullivan,
Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Bank of Canada [26–28];
and MESA Subsample Data
Direct Medical Costs for Non-Fatal
CVD Events
$55,700.00 Gamma (mean: $55,700; sd:
$27,850)
Weighted average of condition-speciﬁc 1-year direct
medical costs, where stroke accounts for 25.7% of events,
myocardial infarction 36.8%, angina pectoris 31.6%, and
Resuscitated cardiac arrests 5.9% of events; Sources:
O'Sullivan, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Bank of Canada
[26–28]; and MESA Subsample Data
Direct Medical Costs for Fatal CVD
Events
$43,500.00 Gamma (mean: $43,500; sd:
$21,750)
Weighted average of condition-speciﬁc 1-year direct
medical costs, where stroke accounts for 25.7% of events,
myocardial infarction 36.8%, angina pectoris 31.6%, and
Resuscitated cardiac arrests 5.9% of events; Sources:
O'Sullivan, Bureau of Labor Statistics, and Bank of Canada
[26–28]; and MESA Subsample Data
Cost of CAC Testing $75.00, $100.00,
and $150.00
Triangular (min: 80% of
baseline; max: 120% of
baseline)
vanKempen [25] and Expert Opinion
Annual cost of statins (both intense
and normal dose)
$50.00, $180.00,
and $1,000.00
Triangular (min: 80% of
baseline; max: 120% of
baseline)
Pletcher et al. [40]
Cost of Statin Complications (mild) $180.00 Gamma (mean: $180; sd:
$30)
Extrapolated from Lee et al. [20] and vanKempen [25]
Cost of Statin Complications (severe) $6,500.00 Gamma (mean: $6,500, sd:
$3,250)
Lee et al. [20]
Total cost of follow-up for incidental
non-cardiac abnormalities
(incidentaolmoas)
$250.00 Gamma (mean: $250, sd:
$125)
MacHaalany et al. [29]
Indirect Medical Costs
Average Annual Productivity Cost of a CHD Event by Age Group:
Age 40 $6,500.00 Gamma (mean: $6,500; sd:
$3,250)
Weighted average of condition-speciﬁc productivity costs,
where myocardial infarction accounts for 49.5% of events,
angina pectoris 42.6%, and Resuscitated cardiac arrests
account for 7.9% of events; Source: Grover [30]
Age 50 5,100.00 Gamma (mean: $3,100; sd:
$1,550)
Source: Grover [30]
Age 60 1,900.00 Gamma (mean: $1,900; sd:
$800)
Source: Grover [30]
Age 70 500.00 Gamma (mean: $500; sd:
$250)
Source: Grover [30]
Age 80 200.00 Gamma (mean: $200; sd:
$100)
Source: Grover [30]
Time Cost of CAC Testing (assumed
to be 1 hour)
15.20 Gamma (alpha: 1.056
lambda: .152)
Bureau of Labor Statistics [31]
Note: Linear interpolation is used to estimate the mean productivity cost of a CHD event at intermediate ages. The standard deviation of the gamma
distribution is 50% of the mean cost. For CVD events (which include stroke), the age-speciﬁc mean annual productivity costs were: $7,900 (age 40),
$6,200 (age 50), $2,300 (age 60), $600 (age 70), and $200 (age 80). These estimates were computed as a weighted average of event-speciﬁc event rates,
where the weights reﬂect the proportion of CVD events occurring in the MESA subsample (see notes to direct cost estimates for CVD events).
Health Utility Values
Age-Speciﬁc QALY Values, Healthy:
(Continued)
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We assumed a 55% rate of statin adherence when treatment was guided by ATP III [22]. Re-
search indicates that patients who visualize moderate calcium deposits in the coronary artery
have a significantly higher rate of adherence [22–24]. Therefore, the mean rate of adherence
was assumed to increase by approximately 10% among patients undergoing CAC scanning.
The case-fatality rate from a first CHD event was assumed to be 10.0% for adults under age
65, and 10.3% for non-elderly adults experiencing CVD events. We assumed a discrete increase
in the risk of CHD-attributable mortality in individuals age 65 and above [20]. In addition to
mortality from CHD events, we modeled non-CHD death using age-specific mortality rates
from the CDC’s US life table [21].
Adverse Outcomes
Wemodeled outcomes as both averted CHD or CVD events, valued as counts, and in QALYs.
QALYs captured losses in health due to CHD or CVD events, as well as side effects from statins
and the disutility of ongoing statin use. By disutility, we mean a patient’s inherent desire to
avoid use of a medication that may not improve health. QALYs lost from any of these out-
comes were modeled as proportionate reductions in an individual’s age-specific utility associat-
ed with full health, and reflected both the severity and duration of the outcome (in relation to a
year). We modeled mild and severe statin complications, using utility decrements of 2 days and
2 weeks of lost healthy life, respectively [20]. Lastly, CAC testing entails exposure to a modest
dose of ionizing radiation (in general, approximately 1mSv) [32,33]. We assumed a modest in-
cremental increase in lifetime cancer risk due to the CT scan used to test for CAC. We allocated
Table 1. (Continued)
Parameters: Probabilities and
characteristics of Reclassiﬁcation
Groups
Base-Case Value /
Mean
Distribution Ref #
Age 50 0.8400 No distribution modeled Lee et al. [20]
Age 60 0.8200 No distribution modeled Lee et al. [20]
Age 70 0.7900 No distribution modeled Lee et al. [20]
Age 80 0.7400 No distribution modeled Lee et al. [20]
Age 90 0.6800 No distribution modeled Lee et al. [20]
Note: Linear interpolation was used to estimate age-speciﬁc healthy QALYs at intermediate ages.
Factors by which age-speciﬁc QALYs were multiplied to reﬂect the occurrence of adverse events or the general disutility of taking a statin:
General Disutility from Taking Statin 0.99616 Triangular (min: 0.99232,
likeliest: 0.99616, max:
1.000)
Pletcher et al. [40]
Mild Statin Complications (Annual
health utility loss)
0.9941 Triangular (min: 0.9986,
likeliest: 0.9941, max:
0.9890)
Lee et al. [20]
Severe Statin Complications (Annual
health utility loss)
0.9553 Triangular (min: 0.9808,
likeliest: 0.9553, max:
0.9233)
Lee et al. [20]
Nonfatal CHD Event (Annual health
utility loss)
0.8351 Beta (alpha: 102, beta: 20) Weighted average of CHD condition-speciﬁc health utility
losses, obtained from Lee et al. [20]. Weights based on
events in the MESA subsample.
Nonfatal CVD Event (Annual health
utility loss)
0.8272 Beta (alpha: 180, beta: 38) Weighted average of CVD condition-speciﬁc health utility
losses, obtained from Lee et al. [20]. Weights based on
events in the MESA subsample.
No Statin Complications 1.0000 N/A -
Death 0.0000 N/A -
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377.t001
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the portion of this cumulative risk that accrues over the time horizon of the model using a line-
ar approximation to an exponential model [25].
Incidental Findings
CAC testing may uncover incidental non-cardiac findings that warrant follow-up examina-
tions. Studies have found that these incidental findings are detected and reviewed through fol-
low-up tests in 4%-8% of patients. Although incidental findings could reveal early-stage
cancers, studies have found that very few non-calcified lung nodules ultimately become cancer-
ous. Therefore, in a sensitivity analysis, we included a cost penalty for re-scanning 8% of pa-
tients in the CAC testing arm, which is based on a study of re-scanning rates in patients tested
for CAC. In this sensitivity analysis, we conservatively assumed no future health or cost bene-
fits from the follow-up scans [29,34,35].
Costs
Cost data were obtained from literature searches and expert consultation. In selecting cost esti-
mates, we assessed the published literature on the basis of: (1) comparability of the study’s pop-
ulation to ours, (2) rigor in methods used to determine incremental costs attributable to an
event, and (3) the year of the study. We ultimately selected a 2007 study using Medicare Ad-
vantage data to estimate the direct medical costs attributable to CVD events [26], and a 2002
Canadian study to determine age-specific productivity losses due to events [30]. We estimated
direct medical costs and productivity costs of a CHD or CVD event as a weighted average of
costs for specific events, using the relative frequencies of event types (e.g., angina pectoris or
Table 2. Re-Classiﬁcation of ATP III Assessed Statin Eligibility by CAC.
Risk as Assessed by CAC (Assumed Gold Standard)
Risks as Assessed by ATP III Highest Risk At Risk Not at Risk Total
CAC  100 1  CAC < 100 CAC = 0 (All CAC Groups)
Statin Eligible by ATP III:
N 193 196 226 615
% of Total Population 11.9% 12.1% 14.0%
Non Statin Eligible by ATP III:
N 256 294 454 1,004
% of Total Population 15.8% 18.2% 28.0%
Total:
Total (All ATP III Groups): 449 490 680 1,619
Summary Statistics
Statin Treatment Advised for CAC  1
% of Population Reclassiﬁed as At Risk or Highest Risk via CAC: 34.0%
% of Population Reclassiﬁed as Not At Risk or Highest Risk via CAC: 14.0%
Net % Reclassiﬁcation to At Risk or Highest Risk via CAC: 20.0%
Statin Treatment Advised for CAC  100
% of Population Reclassiﬁed as Highest Risk via CAC: 15.8%
% of Population Reclassiﬁed as Not Highest Risk via CAC: 26.1%
Net % Reclassiﬁcation to At Highest Risk via CAC: −10.3%
Note: Authors’ calculations from the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377.t002
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myocardial infarction) in the MESA sample as weights. Costs were converted to same-year US
dollars, where applicable, and then inflated to 2011 dollars using the CPI for Medical Care
[27,28]. We assumed the productivity cost of CAC testing to be 1 hour, valued at the US medi-
an hourly wage rate for workers over age 55 (calculated as the 2011 median weekly wage for
workers age 55, divided by average 2011 weekly hours for workers age 55) [31].
Base-case simulations included the direct costs of CAC testing, statins, and CHD or CVD
events, but excluded productivity costs and the cost of re-scanning patients with incidental
findings. The base-case analyses assumed a mean direct cost of $100 for a CAC test and $180
annually for the use statins (both entered into the model as triangular distributions, and varied
by +/− 20%). Costs reflect anticipated payments to providers, instead of initial charges, which
may be higher.
The main results are reported using all base-case parameter assumptions, separately for
CHD and CVD events, for scenarios where patients with CAC1 are treated, and again where
only patients with CAC100 are treated. We report incremental costs per averted event and
per QALY for these simulations.
Sensitivity Analyses
Broadly, we conducted two types of sensitivity analyses. The first was a probabilistic sensitivity
analysis that simulated uncertainty in model parameters. Table 1 specifies distributions for the
main transition probabilities, health utilities, and costs. We drew values from each distribution
for 2,000 hypothetical patients, whose outcomes we then simulated in the model, and repeated
this process over 1,000 simulations. We evaluated the mean and, for certain models, the distri-
bution of costs and effects across the 1,000 simulations, for each strategy. We compared incre-
mental costs and incremental effects for the three possible pairwise comparisons of
interventions. A ratio of mean incremental costs and incremental effects for a particular pair of
strategies is reported as an incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER).
For the other type of sensitivity analyses, we considered changes to assumptions about spe-
cific parameters of the model, as follows. First, we considered the effect of shifting the mean
cost of a CAC test to $75, $150, and $250. Second, we changed the mean annual cost of statins
to $50 and $1,000. The higher end of the statin cost range may account for costs of follow-up
physician visits and laboratory tests associated with statin use, and the prescription of brand
name statins. Third, we included productivity costs for CAC testing and events, as well as the
downstream cost of re-examining patients with incidental non-cardiac findings.
Lastly, we considered the effect of changing CVD and CHD event rates to more closely re-
semble those in the general US adult population. In MESA and other prospective studies, event
rates tend to be lower than in the general population. This difference may reflect the fact that a
prerequisite for participation in MESA is survival from mortality risk factors, including CVD,
as well as the fact that some MESA subjects initiated statin use after enrolling in the study. A
comparison of event rates in MESA to nationally representative data suggests that MESA event
rates are one and one-half to two times lower than among similarly aged adults in the general
population [1]. Therefore, we compared our base-case set of results with models that assumed
annual events rates two times higher than the base-case set of MESA-derived rates. The proba-
bilistic sensitivity analysis and sensitivity analyses on the cost parameters were repeated in the
2x MESA rates simulations.
Results
In our base-case simulations, we project that, compared to an ATP III-based treatment ap-
proach, testing all intermediate risk patients for CAC and treating those with CAC1 averts
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an average of 5.1 additional first CHD events and 5.8 additional first CVD events per 1,000 pa-
tients over five years. Treating all intermediate risk patients averts an additional 3.9 CHD
events and an additional 5.1 CVD events per 1,000 patients over five years, in comparison to
ATP III (Table 3). Treating patients on the basis of CAC is more effective, in terms of averted
events, than treating all intermediate risk patients, because CAC enables providers to identify
candidates for intensive statin therapy, and because patients are assumed to be more adherent
to statins in the CAC strategies. The results are similar, although larger in magnitude, over a
ten-year outlook.
Table 4 shows the risk assessment and treatment strategies that would be selected under dif-
ferent assumptions about costs and the valuation of outcomes, using base-case MESA event
rates. The mean costs and effects calculated under each scenario are provided in S2 Table.
(Corresponding scenarios are identified by the row numbers of Table 4 and S2 Table). Screen-
ing all intermediate-risk patients and treating those with CAC1 is generally the least costly
and most effective strategy, compared to treat all and ATP III, if the mean cost of a CAC test is
$150 or below. The break-even point, at which CAC becomes cost-ineffective compared to
ATP III, is approximately $235/test. Limiting statin therapy to patients with CAC100 averts
fewer events than a treat all scenario, such that treating all patients is preferred to both the
CAC and ATP III strategies, if outcomes are valued only as averted events. If annual statin
costs average $1,000, treating all patients becomes too costly to implement at a willingness-to-
pay threshold of $100,000/averted event or lower. In this scenario, ATP III is favored over
treating patients with CAC1 and treating all intermediate-risk patients.
When outcomes are valued in QALYs, we project that a CAC-based treatment strategy is
consistently preferred to a treat-all strategy. Although more CHD and CVD events occur when
statins are recommended only in the highest-risk patients (i.e., those with CAC100), treating
patients with CAC100 produces a greater net gain in QALYs than the treat-all strategy, be-
cause statin use is limited to individuals who are likely to experience the greatest benefit from
therapy (see Scenario 4). Statin use, and any accompanying negative side effects, is avoided in
persons with CAC below 100 in this scenario. These findings are robust to the inclusion of indi-
rect costs and the cost of re-examining patients with incidentalomas. Table 5, which shows the
results of simulations that are based on 2x MESA event rates, also reaches similar conclusions.
Corresponding mean costs and effects are summarized in S3 Table.
Fig. 2 plots the cost-effectiveness acceptability curves for each risk assessment and treatment
strategy, for the prevention of CVD events over a ten-year horizon, when outcomes are valued
Table 3. Averted CHD and CVD Events Per 1,000 Persons, Base-Case MESA Event Rates.
ATP III (Events) Treat All (Δ Events, Compared to ATP III) CAC* (Δ Events, Compared to ATP III)
5 Years
CHD Events 31.7 27.9 Δ = −3.9) 26.7 Δ = −5.1)
CVD Events 40.8 35.7 Δ = −5.1) 35.0 Δ = −5.8)
10 Years
CHD Events 52.3 46.1 Δ = −6.2) 44.5 Δ = −7.9)
CVD Events 72.7 64.0 Δ = −8.6) 62.9 Δ = −9.8)
Note: Simulated events per 1,000 persons, by risk assessment and treatment strategy. The results displayed in this table value outcomes in terms of
averted events, but not QALYs. Results reﬂect all base-case model assumptions and 1x MESA event rates.
* Column displays results for the scenario where patients with CAC1 are advised to initiate statins (intensive therapy for CAC100, and standard
therapy for 1CAC<100).
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377.t003
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Table 4. Results Using Base-Case MESA Event Rates.
Scenario Mean CAC Scan Cost
($)
Mean Annual Statin Cost
($)
Time Horizon
(years)
Treat
CAC100
Valuation of
Outcomes
Decision
CHD Events
1 100 180 5 No Events CAC Dominates Both
2 100 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
3 100 180 5 Yes Events Treat All Dominates ATP III
4 100 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
5 100 180 10 No Events CAC Dominates Both
6 100 180 10 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
7 100 180 10 Yes Events Treat All Cost-Effective; ICER =
$4,373
8 100 180 10 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates
Sensitivity Analyses on Cost Parameters
9 100 50 5 No Events CAC Dominates Both
10 100 50 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
11 100 1,000 5 No QALYs ATP III (Status Quo)
12 100 1,000 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
13 75 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
14 75 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
15 150 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
16 150 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
17 250 180 5 No QALYs ATP III (Status Quo)
18 Base-Case Assumptions + Indirect Costs & Incidentalomas (QALYs) CAC Dominates Both
CVD Events
19 100 180 5 No Events CAC Dominates Both
20 100 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
21 100 180 5 Yes Events Treat All Dominates ATP III
22 100 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
23 100 180 10 No Events CAC Dominates Both
24 100 180 10 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
25 100 180 10 Yes Events Treat All Dominates ATP III
26 100 180 10 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
Sensitivity Analyses on Cost Parameters
27 100 50 5 No Events CAC Dominates ATP III
28 100 50 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates ATP III
29 100 1,000 5 No QALYs ATP III (Status Quo)
30 100 1,000 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
31 75 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
32 75 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
33 150 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
34 150 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates ATP III
35 250 180 5 No QALYs ATP III (Status Quo)
36 Base-Case Assumptions + Indirect Costs & Incidentalomas (QALYs) CAC Dominates Both
Note: A risk assessment and treatment strategy is said to dominate if it is less costly and more effective than both of the alternative strategies to which it is
compared. Otherwise, the favored strategy may be incrementally more costly and more effective than ATP III, which was the standard of risk assessment
when this study was conducted. If the incremental cost per unit of effect is less than or equal to $50,000, but positive, the alternative intervention is
assumed to be favored, and an incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) is reported. If the ICER exceeds $50,000, ATP III is preferred. Mean costs and
effects for each strategy, which are the basis for the decisions summarized in the table, are presented in S2 Table. Scenarios are identiﬁed by the
scenario number on each row of the table.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377.t004
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as QALYs. The figure summarizes the distribution of the simulated results, based on the pro-
portion of simulations that are cost-effective (measured on the vertical axis) at different will-
ingness-to-pay thresholds (horizontal axis). The intercept of each curve with the vertical axis
represents the proportion of simulations for a given strategy that would be accepted at a will-
ingness-to-pay threshold of $0/QALY; the intercept includes simulations for which a strategy
is both cost saving and more effective than the two other alternatives. The figure demonstrates
that approximately 75% of the CAC simulations are cost-effective at the $0/QALY threshold,
compared to the treat-all and ATP III strategies. CAC remains favored in a majority of simula-
tions at positive willingness-to-pay thresholds.
Discussion
We investigated the cost-effectiveness of CAC testing in intermediate-risk individuals, to pre-
dict CHD and CVD risks, and to guide statin allocation. Using a Markov simulation model, we
compared a CAC strategy to treat-all and ATP III strategies for screening and treatment. We
found that CAC testing is generally less costly and more effective than these alternative strate-
gies, particularly when we account for the effects of adverse statin reactions and the disutility of
Table 5. Sensitivity Analysis on Event Rate Parameters—2x MESA Event Rates.
Scenario Mean CAC Scan
Cost ($)
Mean Annual Statin
Cost ($)
Time Horizon
(years)
Treat
CAC100
Valuation of
Outcomes
Decision
CHD Events
37 100 180 5 No Events CAC Dominates Both
38 100 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
39 100 180 5 Yes Events Treat All Dominates
ATP III
40 100 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
41 100 180 10 No Events CAC Dominates Both
42 100 180 10 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
43 100 180 10 Yes Events Treat All Dominates
ATP III
44 100 180 10 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates Both
CVD Events
45 100 180 5 No Events CAC Dominates Both
46 100 180 5 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
47 100 180 5 Yes Events Treat All Dominates
ATP III
48 100 180 5 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates ATP III
49 100 180 10 No Events CAC Dominates Both
50 100 180 10 No QALYs CAC Dominates Both
51 100 180 10 Yes Events Treat All Dominates
Both
52 100 180 10 Yes QALYs CAC Dominates ATP III
Note: A risk assessment and treatment strategy is said to dominate if it is less costly and more effective than both of the alternative strategies to which it is
compared. Otherwise, the favored strategy may be incrementally more costly and more effective than ATP III, which was the standard of risk assessment
when this study was conducted. If the incremental cost per unit of effect is less than or equal to $50,000, the alternative intervention is assumed to be
favored, and an incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) is reported. If the ICER exceeds $50,000, but is positive, then ATP III is preferred. Mean costs
and effects for each scenario, which are the basis for the decisions summarized in the table, are presented in S3 Table. Scenarios are identiﬁed by the
scenario number on each row of the table.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377.t005
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Fig 2. Cost-Effectiveness Acceptability Curves. Panel (a): 10-Year CVD Events, Treat CAC 1. Panel (b): 10-Year CVD Events, Treat CAC 100. Note:
The cost-effectiveness acceptability curves show the proportion of simulations (vertical axis) that are cost-effective at a given willingness-to-pay threshold
(horizontal axis). A mean CAC scanning cost of $100 and a mean statin cost of $180 is assumed in both plots (indirect costs and costs associated with
incidentalomas are not included). The vertical intercept of each cost-effectiveness acceptability curve includes simulations that are cost saving and which
result in a loss of fewer QALYs compared to the alternative scenarios. The intercept can be interpreted as the probability that a strategy would be accepted at
a willingness-to-pay threshold of $0/QALY. For example, approximately 75% of simulations in both CAC strategies would be accepted at the $0/
QALY threshold.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377.g002
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taking a statin. A CAC-based strategy permits identification of appropriate candidates for stat-
in therapy, enables clinicians to adjust the intensity of the therapy to patients’ risk, and avoids
pharmacological intervention in a large group of truly lower risk patients.
CAC is known to be strongly predictive of absolute risks for CHD and CVD. When evaluat-
ing the effectiveness of screening and treatment strategies on the basis of averted events, treat-
ing patients with any CAC (i.e., CAC1) was preferred to the alternative strategies we
considered. Even at a higher CAC cost of $150, which is about double the available cost of a
CAC study in certain US cities, such as Baltimore and Miami, CAC testing remained cost-effec-
tive at 1x and 2x MESA event rates. Limiting statin treatment to patients with CAC100 pre-
vented fewer CHD and CVD events, but reduced the number of patients who might disfavor
taking a statin, and the occurrence of adverse statin side effects. Consequently, CAC screening
and treatment of just the highest-risk patients (CAC100) was favored when outcomes were
valued in QALYs. This result is consistent with a prior MESA study, which suggested that ac-
counting for the adverse effects of statin use could make a treat-all strategy less attractive than
more selective treatment [40]. The American College of Cardiology and American Heart Asso-
ciation (ACC/AHA) recently released new cholesterol [7] and risk assessment guidelines [2],
which have important implications for this analysis. In a primary prevention patient consid-
ered for statin therapy, the 2013 ACC/AHA guidelines recommend that a risk discussion occur
if the low-density lipoprotein cholesterol level is 70–189 mg/dL and if the estimated 10-year
atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease risk is 5% or higher. The vast majority of intermediate
risk patients included in our analysis have a 10-year risk of 5% or higher under the new guide-
lines. Our analysis suggests that performing a CAC study could add constructively to discus-
sions about risk and appropriate treatment. While the risk discussion is also likely to
incorporate factors that we do no model in this study, our results suggest that CAC may be
helpful in adjudicating treatment decisions, particularly when patients or providers are con-
cerned about the disadvantages of statin use, or the appropriate intensity of therapy if treat-
ment is initiated [5–7]. This analysis extends prior contributions to the cost-effectiveness
literature on statins and CAC. Lazar et al. concluded that a broad treatment expansion using
low-cost statins could avoid 6.3% of all CHD deaths in the United States at a favorable cost-ef-
fectiveness ratio [39]. An analysis by Sniderman et al. also compared CAC testing to a strategy
that called for broader statin therapy for primary prevention [10]. Their analyses indicated that
the number needed to treat to reduce CHD events by 23% was 70 for a treat-all with moderate
intensity statin scenario, and 43 for CAC-guided scenario. While highlighting that CAC testing
permits more efficient allocation of pharmacotherapy, by requiring statin use in fewer patients
to reduce an equal number of events, the conclusions about cost-effectiveness were limited by
the study’s assumptions. The analysis seemed to favor broad statin treatment, but assumed a
high CAC testing cost of $340, an unrealistic medication adherence rate of 100%, and no nega-
tive statin side effects or disutility from taking a medication.
A cost-effectiveness analysis by van Kempen et al. from the Rotterdam study found CAC
testing to be cost-effective for men (ICER = $48,000/QALY), but also concluded that broader
statin therapy was less costly per QALY than CAC testing [25]. Several important factors may
account for the difference between these conclusions and ours. First, the population in the Rot-
terdam study is older than in MESA, with a mean age of 70 among men and 74 among women.
Second, the modeling used a patient’s remaining lifetime as the analytic horizon, extrapolating
CHD incidence, as well as statin effectiveness, beyond available data to make projections over
this long analytic horizon. Third, the van Kempen study modeled the synergistic pharmacolog-
ic effect of statins, anti-hypertensives and in certain instances aspirin for CHD primary preven-
tion, while we focused on the incremental benefit of statin use alone. Fourth, we model the
Cost-Effectiveness of Coronary Artery Calcium for Risk Prediction
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377 March 18, 2015 15 / 20
plausible assumption that clinicians will provide high-dose statins to patients in whom very
high CAC is detected, resulting in more effective statin treatment for these patients.
Pletcher and colleagues recently published a cost-effectiveness of CAC to guide statin thera-
py in intermediate risk persons fromMESA [40]. Using a base-case 10-year horizon, and 55-
year-old men and women, it was concluded that CAC could be cost-effective only in the setting
of high cost statin therapy or significant negative effects on quality of life. A CAC treatment
threshold of 0 was suggested. Our analysis clarifies the impact of using different intensities of
statin therapy their related risk reductions based on the magnitude of CAC elevation. In addi-
tion, our study adds greater clarity about thresholds for the cost of statins and CAC tests that
may make a strategy cost-prohibitive.
Our results conservatively represent the benefits of CAC testing over a period of reliable
data, and in a population that is more ethnically diverse, and representative of the US, than
prior studies. We also consider a variety of patient characteristics and policy parameters under
which testing is most likely to be cost-effective. While we consider the cost-effectiveness of test-
ing patients for CAC based on standard willingness-to-pay thresholds, we also consider more
general thresholds (see Fig. 2). This helps to account for the fact clinicians may judge the long-
term benefits of statin therapy to further offset the upfront cost of CAC scanning, and ad-
dresses a longstanding debate over the appropriateness of the $50,000 threshold in the cost-ef-
fectiveness literature [41,42]. Limitations
Our model makes assumptions about clinical outcomes, their corresponding costs and ef-
fects on patients’ quality of life, and potential correlations between parameters. We focus on
the primary prevention of CHD and CVD effects through statin use. Although modeling CVD
was important in light of the new ACC guidelines, we acknowledge that there is lack of clarity
with about which proportion are non-atherosclerotic, and therefore less responsive to
statin therapy.
We conducted probabilistic sensitivity analyses for the main cost, outcome and probability
parameters, but the distributions and ranges tested may not represent the range of possible val-
ues for all patient populations. For instance, we varied the relative risk reduction of attributable
to moderate-intensity statin statins from 25–45%, and the risk-reduction from high-dose stat-
ins from 35%-55%, based on overall estimates from meta-analyses of randomized controlled
trials. However, not vary these proportional benefits in relation to specific clinical characteris-
tics, such as baseline LDL cholesterol levels [45]. In addition, we model the cost of CHD and
EVD events based on data fromMedicare Advantage plans. Costs in Medicare Advantage pop-
ulations have been reported to be lower than in the Medicare fee-for-service population, likely
due to favorable risk selection into managed care plans [43]. Moreover, the estimates in our
modeling were driven from multiple previous publications and it is important to consider that
estimates can be variable from study to study based on population characteristics and inclusion
criteria. We did not take into account any potential synergistic benefit with anti-hypertensive
regimens, and more controversially, with aspirin in certain patients, nor did we model other
potential non-CVD benefits of statin use, such as nephroprotection or prevention of dementia
[44]. In addition, a sizable percentage of patients in the MESA population were potentially
started on statin treatment subsequent to the study enrollment, and participants may also be
healthier than similarly aged adults in the US. We attempted to account for these factors by re-
running our simulations with elevated event rates.
Our model does not simulate a cohort of patients for the remainder of their lives. As such,
we did not examine the downstream impact of preventing a first CHD or CVD event, and did
not test the implications of treating patients with statins for the remainder of their lives. These
long-term consequences are difficult to estimate with existing data. We held to five- and ten-
year time horizons. The 5-year horizon is most conservative and matches the typical length of
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randomized controlled trials testing the efficacy of statins. Extending the time horizon beyond
5 years takes the analysis outside of the available randomized trial data, and requires us to
make an assumption on the long-term effectiveness of statins. However, this analysis allows us
to consider the downstream benefits of statin use. Finally, we do not model the interaction of
statins with aspirin use and other primary prevention strategies.
Conclusion
The intended use population for the estimates from our study is one that is intermediate risk,
based on traditional risk factors. Using conservative parameters in a simulation model, we find
that CAC testing in intermediate-risk patients is likely to be cost-saving and more effective
than both treat all and ATP III-based strategies, over five- and ten-year time horizons. CAC
may enable providers to better refine risk based treatment decisions in intermediate-risk pa-
tients, and enhance providers’ ability to implement CVD prevention guidelines.
Supporting Information
S1 Methods. Background on the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis.
(DOCX)
S1 Table. Baseline Characteristics of Study Population. Note: Data are presented as
mean +/− standard deviation, median (25th, 75th percentile), or No. (%). CHD = coronary
heart disease; HDL = high-density lipoprotein; LDL = low-density lipoprotein; CAC = coro-
nary artery calcium score. Source: Authors’ calculations from the Multi-Ethnic Study of
Atherosclerosis.
(DOCX)
S2 Table. Results Using Base-Case MESA Event Rates. Note: The results presented are mean
costs and effects calculated over 1,000 simulations. Negative numbers in the mean effects col-
umns are counts of events or losses of QALYs (depending on the valuation of outcomes). Itali-
cized lines indicate that only patients with CAC100 are treated in the CAC strategy. ICER =
Incremental Cost-Effectiveness Ratio. The model scenario numbers correspond to the scenari-
os presented in Table 4.
(DOCX)
S3 Table. Sensitivity Analysis on Event Rate Parameters—2x MESA Event Rates. Note: The
results presented are mean costs and effects calculated over 1,000 simulations. Negative num-
bers in the mean effects columns are counts of events or losses of QALYs (depending on the
valuation of outcomes). Italicized lines indicate that only patients with CAC100 are treated
in the CAC strategy. The model scenario numbers correspond to the scenarios presented in
Table 5.
(DOCX)
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: ETR AH SSMM. Blaha KDF RSB KN. Performed
the experiments: ETR. Analyzed the data: ETR AH SSMM. Blaha KDF RSB KN. Contributed
reagents/materials/analysis tools: M. Blaha RB M. Budoff CS JFP RSB KN. Wrote the paper:
ETR AH SSMM. Blaha KDF RSB KN.
Cost-Effectiveness of Coronary Artery Calcium for Risk Prediction
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377 March 18, 2015 17 / 20
References
1. Go AS, Mozaffarian D, Roger VL, Benjamin EJ, Berry JD, et al. (2014) Executive summary: heart dis-
ease and stroke statistics—2014 update: a report from the American Heart Association. Circulation
129:399–410. doi: 10.1161/01.cir.0000442015.53336.12 PMID: 24446411
2. Goff DC Jr, Lloyd-Jones DM, Bennett G, O’Donnell CJ, Coady S, et al. (2013) 2013 ACC/AHAGuide-
line on the Assessment of Cardiovascular Risk: A Report of the American College of Cardiology/Ameri-
can Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines. J Am Coll Cardiol 63(25 Pt B):2935–59. doi:
10.1016/j.jacc.2013.11.005 PMID: 24239921
3. Expert Panel on Detection, Evaluation, and Treatment of High Blood Cholesterol in Adults (2001) Exec-
utive Summary of The Third Report of The National Cholesterol Education Program (NCEP) Expert
Panel on Detection, Evaluation, And Treatment of High Blood Cholesterol In Adults (Adult Treatment
Panel III). JAMA 285:2486–97. PMID: 11368702
4. Amin NP, Martin SS, Blaha MJ, Nasir K, Blumenthal RS, et al. (2014) Headed in the right direction but
at risk for miscalculation: a critical appraisal of the 2013 ACC/AHA Risk Assessment Guidelines. J Am
Coll Cardiol 63(25PA):2789–2794.
5. Martin SS, Abd TT, Jones SR, Michos ED, Blumenthal RS, et al. (2014) ACC/AHA cholesterol treat-
ment guideline: what was done well and what could be done better. J Am Coll Cardiol 63:2674–8. doi:
10.1016/j.jacc.2014.02.578 PMID: 24681146
6. Martin SS, Blumenthal RS (2014) Concepts and controversies: the 2013 American College of Cardiolo-
gy/American Heart Association risk assessment and cholesterol treatment guidelines. Ann Intern Med
160:356–8. doi: 10.7326/M13-2805 PMID: 24473832
7. Stone NJ, Robinson JG, Lichtenstein AH, Merz CN, Lloyd-Jones DM, et al. (2014) ACC/AHAGuideline
on the Treatment of Blood Cholesterol to Reduce Atherosclerotic Cardiovascular Risk in Adults: A Re-
port of the American College of Cardiology/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guide-
lines. J Am Coll Cardiol 63(25 Pt B):2889–934. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2013.11.002 PMID: 24239923
8. Nasir K, Rubin J, Blaha MJ, Shaw LJ, Blankstein R (2012) Interplay of coronary artery calcification and
traditional risk factors for the prediction of all-cause mortality in asymptomatic individuals. Circ Cardio-
vasc Imaging 5:467–73. doi: 10.1161/CIRCIMAGING.111.964528 PMID: 22718782
9. Silverman MG, Blaha MJ, Krumholz HM, Budoff MJ, Blankstein R, et al. (2014) Impact of coronary ar-
tery calcium on coronary heart disease events in individuals at the extremes of traditional risk factor bur-
den: the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis. Eur Heart J 35(33):2232–41. doi: 10.1093/eurheartj/
eht508 PMID: 24366919
10. Sniderman AD, Thanassoulis G, Lawler PR, Williams K, Furberg CD (2012) Comparison of coronary
calcium screening versus broad statin therapy for patients at intermediate cardiovascular risk. Am J
Cardiol 110:530–3. doi: 10.1016/j.amjcard.2012.04.025 PMID: 22579082
11. Blaha MJ, Budoff MJ, DeFilippis AP, Blankstein R, Rivera JJ, et al. (2011) Associations between C-Re-
active protein, coronary artery calcium, and cardiovascular events: implications for the JUPITER popu-
lation fromMESA, a population-based cohort study. Lancet 378:684–92. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(11)
60784-8 PMID: 21856482
12. Martin SS, Blaha MJ, Blankstein R, Agatston A, Rivera JJ, et al. (2014) Dyslipidemia, coronary artery
calcium, and incident atherosclerotic cardiovascular disease: implications for statin therapy from the
multi-ethnic study of atherosclerosis. Circulation 129:77–86. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.113.
003625 PMID: 24141324
13. Greenland P, LaBree L, Azen SP, Doherty TM, Detrano RC (2004) Coronary artery calcium score com-
bined with Framingham score for risk prediction in asymptomatic individuals. JAMA 291:210–5. PMID:
14722147
14. Polonsky TS, McClelland RL, Jorgensen NW, Bild DE, Burke GL, et al. (2010) Coronary artery calcium
score and risk classification for coronary heart disease prediction. JAMA 303:1610–6. doi: 10.1001/
jama.2010.461 PMID: 20424251
15. Expert Panel on Detection, Evaluation, and Treatment of High Blood Cholesterol in Adults. (2001) Ex-
ecutive Summary of The Third Report of The National Cholesterol Education Program (NCEP) Expert
Panel on Detection, Evaluation, And Treatment of High Blood Cholesterol In Adults (Adult Treatment
Panel III). JAMA 285:2486–97. PMID: 11368702
16. Fontana M, Asaria P, Moraldo M, Finegold J, Hassanally K, et al. (2014) Patient-accessible tool for
shared decision making in cardiovascular primary prevention: balancing longevity benefits against
medication disutility. Circulation 129:2539–46. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.113.007595 PMID:
24744274
17. Min JK, Lin FY, Gidseg DS, Weinsaft JW, Berman DS, et al. (2010) Determinants of coronary calcium
conversion among patients with a normal coronary calcium scan: what is the "warranty period" for re-
maining normal? J Am Coll Cardiol 55:1110–7. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2009.08.088 PMID: 20223365
Cost-Effectiveness of Coronary Artery Calcium for Risk Prediction
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377 March 18, 2015 18 / 20
18. Tonelli M, Lloyd A, Clement F, Conly J, Husereau D, et al. (2011) Efficacy of statins for primary preven-
tion in people at low cardiovascular risk: a meta-analysis. CMAJ 183:e1189–e1202. doi: 10.1503/cmaj.
101280 PMID: 21989464
19. Ward S, Lloyd Jones M, Pandor A, Holmes M, Ara R, et al. (2007) A systematic review and economic
evaluation of statins for the prevention of coronary events. Health Technol Assess 11(14). PMID:
17408535
20. Lee KK, Cipriano LE, Owens DK, Go AS, Hlatky MA (2010) Cost-effectiveness of using high-sensitivity
C-reactive protein to identify intermediate- and low-cardiovascular-risk individuals for statin therapy.
Circulation 122:1478–87. doi: 10.1161/CIRCULATIONAHA.110.947960 PMID: 20876434
21. ) United States Life Tables. CDC National Vital Statistics Reports, 58(21). Available: http://www.cdc.
gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr58/nvsr58_21.pdf. Accessed 2011 May 12.
22. Shah PK (2010) Screening asymptomatic subjects for subclinical atherosclerosis: can we, does it mat-
ter, and should we? J Am Coll Cardiol 56:98–105. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2009.09.081 PMID: 20620724
23. Kalia NK, Miller LG, Nasir K, Blumenthal RS, Agrawal N, et al. (2006) Visualizing coronary calcium is
associated with improvements in adherence to statin therapy. Atherosclerosis 185:394–9. PMID:
16051253
24. Taylor AJ, Bindeman J, Feuerstein I, Le T, Bauer K, et al. (2008) Community-based provision of statin
and aspirin after the detection of coronary artery calcium within a community-based screening cohort. J
Am Coll Cardiol 51:1337–41. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2007.11.069 PMID: 18387433
25. van Kempen BJ, Spronk S, Koller MT, Elias-Smale SE, Fleischmann KE, et al. (2011) Comparative ef-
fectiveness and cost-effectiveness of computed tomography screening for coronary artery calcium in
asymptomatic individuals. J Am Coll Cardiol 58:1690–701. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2011.05.056 PMID:
21982314
26. O'Sullivan AK, Rubin J, Nyambose J, Kuznik A, Cohen DJ, et al. (2011) Cost estimation of cardiovascu-
lar disease events in the US. Pharmacoeconomics 29:693–704. doi: 10.2165/11584620-000000000-
00000 PMID: 21585226
27. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Price Index for Medical Care. Available: http://data.bls.gov/
timeseries/CUSR0000SAM?output_view=pct_1mth. Accessed 2011 May 12.
28. Bank of Canada CAD-USD Exchange Rates. Available: http://www.bankofcanada.ca/rates/exchange/
monthly-average-lookup. Accessed 2011 May 12.
29. Machaalany J, Yam Y, Ruddy TD, Abraham A, Chen L, et al. (2009) Potential clinical and economic
consequences of noncardiac incidental findings on cardiac computed tomography. J Am Coll Cardiol
54:1533–41. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2009.06.026 PMID: 19815125
30. Grover SA, Ho V, Lavoie F, Coupal L, Zowall H, et al. (2003) The importance of indirect costs in primary
cardiovascular disease prevention: can we save lives and money with statins? Arch Intern Med
163:333–9. PMID: 12578514
31. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics. Available: http://data.bls.gov/pdq/querytool.
jsp?survey=le. Accessed 2012 December 20.
32. Richardson L (2010) Radiation exposure and diagnostic imaging. J Am Acad Nurse Pract 22: 178–85.
doi: 10.1111/j.1745-7599.2010.00494.x PMID: 20409254
33. Kim KP, Einstein AJ, Berrington de González A (2009) Coronary artery calcification screening: estimat-
ed radiation dose and cancer risk. Arch Intern Med 169:1188–94. doi: 10.1001/archinternmed.2009.
162 PMID: 19597067
34. Horton KM, Post WS, Blumenthal RS, Fishman EK (2002) Prevalence of significant noncardiac findings
on electron-beam computed tomography coronary artery calcium screening examinations. Circulation
106:532–4. PMID: 12147531
35. Schragin JG, Weissfeld JL, Edmundowicz D, Strollo DC, Fuhrman CR (2004) Non-cardiac findings on
coronary electron beam computed tomography scanning. J Thorac Imaging 19:82–6. PMID: 15071324
36. Brugts JJ, Yetgin T, Hoeks SE, Gotto AM, Shepherd J, et al. (2009) The benefits of statins in people
without established cardiovascular disease but with cardiovascular risk factors: meta-analysis of ran-
domized controlled trials. BMJ 338:b2376. doi: 10.1136/bmj.b2376 PMID: 19567909
37. Greenland P, Alpert JS, Beller GA, Benjamin EJ, Budoff MJ, et al. (2010) 2010 ACCF/AHA guideline for
assessment of cardiovascular risk in asymptomatic adults: a report of the American College of Cardiol-
ogy Foundation/American Heart Association Task Force on Practice Guidelines. J Am Coll Cardiol 56:
e50–103. doi: 10.1016/j.jacc.2010.09.001 PMID: 21144964
38. Healthcare Transparency Index website. Available: http://www.changehealthcare.com/hcti/index.html.
Accessed 2013 June 1.
Cost-Effectiveness of Coronary Artery Calcium for Risk Prediction
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377 March 18, 2015 19 / 20
39. Lazar LD, Pletcher MJ, Coxson PG, Bibbins-Domingo K, Goldman L, et al. (2011) Cost-effectiveness of
statin therapy for primary prevention in a low-cost statin era. Circulation 124:146–53. doi: 10.1161/
CIRCULATIONAHA.110.986349 PMID: 21709063
40. Pletcher MJ, PignoneM, Earnshaw S, Bibbins-Domingo K, Goldman L (2014) Using the coronary artery
calcium score to guide statin therapy: a cost-effectiveness analysis. Circ Cardiovasc Qual Outcomes
7:276–84. doi: 10.1161/CIRCOUTCOMES.113.000799 PMID: 24619318
41. Grosse SD (2008) Assessing cost-effectiveness healthcare: history of the $50,000 per QALY threshold.
Exp Rev Pharmacoeconomics Outcomes Res 8:165–78. doi: 10.1586/14737167.8.2.165 PMID:
20528406
42. Bridges JF, Onukwugha E, Mullins CD (2010) Healthcare rationing by proxy: cost-effectiveness analy-
sis and the misuse of the $50,000 threshold in the US. Pharmacoeconomics 28:175–84. doi: 10.2165/
11530650-000000000-00000 PMID: 20067332
43. Newhouse JP, Price M, Huang J, McWilliams JM, Hsu J (2012) Steps to reduce favorable risk selection
in Medicare advantage largely succeeded, boding well for health insurance exchanges. Health Aff
31:2618–28. doi: 10.1377/hlthaff.2012.0345 PMID: 23213145
44. Desai CS, Martin SS, Blumenthal RS (2014) Non-cardiovascular effects associated with statins. BMJ
349:g3743. doi: 10.1136/bmj.g3743 PMID: 25035309
45. Cholesterol Treatment Trialists’ (CTT) Collaboration, Baigent C, Blackwell L, Emberson J, Holland LE,
et al. (2010) Efficacy and safety of more intensive lowering of LDL cholesterol: a meta-analysis of data
from 170,000 participants in 26 randomised trials. Lancet 376:1670–81. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(10)
61350-5 PMID: 21067804
Cost-Effectiveness of Coronary Artery Calcium for Risk Prediction
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0116377 March 18, 2015 20 / 20
